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Introduction 
 
The goal of the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project (PSNERP) is to improve system-wide 
functionality of nearshorei ecosystem processes. To achieve that goal, PSNERP plans to strategically restore 
nearshore sites throughout Puget Sound. PSNERP scientists are assessing changes to the nearshore, and will 
recommend an environmentally strategic restoration portfolio. Yet, PSNERP also needs stakeholderii input to design 
a socially strategic portfolio. This research investigates the values and preferences of stakeholders in the Whidbey 
Sub-Basin of Puget Sound to help PSNERP be both socially and environmentally strategic. This investigation may 
be repeated in the six other Puget Sound Sub-Basins. The results will guide restoration portfolio design and future 
stakeholder involvement activities. 
 
This study examines four areas of stakeholder values and preferences: 1) beliefs about the causes, solutions, and 
severity of nearshore problems; 2) priorities for nearshore features, shoreforms, developments, and restoration 
objectives; 3) thoughts about ecosystem servicesiii and trade-offs among them; and 4) visions of a future, restored 
Puget Sound nearshore and the role of science in attaining this vision. The study is framed by two hypotheses from 
the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF), which suggests that groups of policy advocates form around shared 
“policy core beliefs” which can transcend traditional categories of stakeholders. iv 
 
Research questions and experimental design 
 
I have two central research questions: 
1. What values and preferences do Whidbey Sub-Basin stakeholders have that can guide the development of a 
nearshore restoration portfolio? 
2. What are the relative weights of stakeholders’ preferences and what trade-offs will they make among them? 
 
Stakeholders’ values and preferences can translate into social objectives for Puget Sound nearshore restoration. 
Using stakeholders’ and scientists’ objectives, PSNERP can formulate an adaptive management plan with indicators 
and monitoring protocols to measure progress. I plan to identify stakeholders’ shared values and preferences, as well 
as areas of potential conflict. 
 
The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) proposes a hierarchical model of individuals’ beliefs. The most 
changeable are “secondary beliefs.” “Policy core beliefs” are those around which groups (“advocacy coalitions”) 
often form. They are somewhat resistant to change, and include perspectives on the severity, causes, and best ways 
of resolving problems.v The ACF hypothesizes that actors within an advocacy coalition will largely agree on issues 
related to the policy core, but will be less aligned on secondary beliefs. vi 
 
I have designed this research to probe for trends in values (policy core beliefs) and preferences (secondary beliefs) 
in the case of Whidbey Sub-Basin nearshore restoration. I do not expect that stakeholders’ values or preferences will 
necessarily align with their “category” (such as Government, or Environmental).vii Instead, I expect to identify the 
seeds of advocacy coalitions within this subsystem by examining policy core beliefs and economic interests around 
which actors tend to cluster. In other words, although I am recruiting stakeholders based on their affiliation with 
some formal organization (such as county government, or environmental nonprofit), this may not dictate their 
allegiances. They may instead affiliate more strongly with informal organizations of actors with similar values or 
interests. I don’t believe that advocacy coalitions have already fully formed in this case.  
 
Objectives and significance of this research 
 
My core practical objective is to provide useful information to PSNERP about their stakeholders in this region. My 
academic objectives are to: 
1. Operationalize the use ecosystem services and their trade-offs in a qualitative fashion 
  
2. Elicit stakeholder values to inform a portfolio of restoration options 
3. Apply ACF hypotheses to a restoration context in a nascent policy subsystemviii 
This project is regionally significant because it will be used to inform the nearshore restoration efforts of PSNERP 
and other organizations. Nearshore ecosystems are the “key to life in the Puget Sound estuary.”ix Nearshore 
ecosystems and their processes provide many ecosystem services, including flood control, foodweb initiation, and 
organization of woody debris and sediment. These services are critical to species ranging from mollusks to birds to 
bears.x The nearshore serves as habitat for 220 species of fish, 26 kinds of marine mammals, 100 species of birds 
and thousands of species of marine invertebrates. Its wildlife diversity includes great blue herons, orca whales, and 
juvenile salmon, all of which are highly valued by humans.xi The nearshore also has unique cultural and heritage 
values, including high biodiversityxii and many important archaeological sites.xiii It offers numerous opportunities for 
human enjoyment and recreation, including 55 shoreline campsitesxiv and 1,300 miles of public beaches.xv 
 
Throughout Puget Sound, expanding human development has eliminated 75% of salt marshes, 70% of tidal marshes, 
and 58% of coastal wetlands.xvi Armoring has degraded more than one-third of shorelines. In many areas, this 
proportion approaches 100% over extensive reaches of shoreline.xvii Alterations by human structures, such as 
shoreline armoring, can severely limit, or completely destroy, nearshore ecosystem function.xviii Total impervious 
surface in the Puget Sound basin increased an average of 10.4% from 1991 to 2001.xix  
 
Methodologies and analysis 
 
Sampling – I purposively sampled representatives of agencies and organizations in 12 stakeholder categories: 
Agriculture, Aquaculture, Commercial Fishing, Environmental, Governments, Historical Societies, Nearshore 
Homeowners, Homebuilding and Development, Ports and Marinas, Recreation, Tourism, and Tribes. My sample 
size is 36 participants – 3 per category. 
 
Interviews and surveys – Participants completed surveys to identify their policy core beliefs about the causes, 
severity, and potential solutions of nearshore problems. They also stated their primary and secondary stakeholder 
categories, and provided a few other demographic characteristics. After completing the survey, participants were 
interviewed in a format that included four open-ended questions, and four exercises that ask them to rank their 
preferences. Finally, I asked their input on hypothetical restoration actions based on “before” and “after” images. 
 
Analysis – I am currently analyzing the qualitative interview data for themes, and then coding interviews using 
content analysis. I have entered survey data and quantitative interview data into SPSS, and run descriptive statistics. 
I will soon perform cluster analysis on this data to determine policy core beliefs and/or economic interests around 
which various stakeholders tend to cluster.  
 
Expected conclusions 
 
I anticipate being able to identify the seeds of potential advocacy coalitions within this nascent policy subsystem by 
observing policy core and economic issues around which stakeholders cluster. Combining these observations with 
additional information on groups’ resources and likelihood of collaboration will allow me to make a 
recommendation to PSNERP about a strategic approach to engaging stakeholders in the Whidbey Sub-Basin region. 
I also intend to provide guidance to PSNERP about decisionmaking and subsequent stakeholder engagement efforts 
based on this research and its findings. This research will be submitted in partial fulfillment of my master’s degrees. 
I will also submit a different version of it to be peer-reviewed as a PSNERP Technical Report. 
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